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sponsored by my colleague and friend 
representing the U.S. Virgin Islands 
(Mrs. CHRISTENSEN). 

From our perspective, it is non-
controversial legislation. It allows the 
local government of the Virgin Islands 
to set their own property taxes. This is 
consistent with the philosophical stand 
of the Republicans who believe in let-
ting local governments create their 
own laws without Federal intervention. 

Without this bill, the Virgin Islands 
would be forced to adhere to an out-
dated and unworkable Federal Prop-
erty Tax Code. I urge my colleagues to 
correct the problem. 

I also want to take this moment and 
congratulate my colleague Congress-
woman CHRISTENSEN not only for see-
ing H.R. 57 pass today, but for her 
pending rise to the chairmanship of the 
Insular Affairs Subcommittee. I look 
forward to serving as the subcommit-
tee’s ranking member and addressing 
the many issues facing the U.S. terri-
tories and possessions. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
just want to respond that I look for-
ward to working with Mr. FORTUÑO 
once we organize the committee as 
well. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise today in support of H.R. 57, to repeal 
certain provisions of the Federal law passed 
70 years ago limiting the Virgin Islands’ au-
thority to assess and collect its property taxes. 
I thank the Delegate from the Virgin Islands, 
Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, for bringing this legislation 
to the attention of the House. 

This outdated law, enacted in 1936, results 
in the imposition of high property taxes that 
could cause many residents of the Virgin Is-
lands to lose their homes. The local govern-
ment does not have the capacity to protect 
them from these federally imposed taxes, nor 
should it have to. The policies which the stat-
ute was originally designed to address are no 
longer an issue; it is now entirely unneces-
sary. 

In fact, the Revised Organic Act of 1954, 
which was enacted to grant the government of 
the Virgin Islands the power to assess, admin-
ister and collect real property taxes, was 
thought to have repealed the statute. How-
ever, the 1936 statute remained in effect, put-
ting at risk our long-standing policies to sup-
port and protect economic development, social 
welfare, and homeownership in the Virgin Is-
lands. No other State or territory in the United 
States is subject to such Federal restrictions. 

I look forward to seeing H.R. 57 passed to 
provide relief to the good people of the Virgin 
Islands from this outdated law. I ask my col-
leagues to join me in supporting this important 
legislation. 

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentlewoman from the Virgin Is-
lands (Mrs. CHRISTENSEN) that the 
House suspend the rules and pass the 
bill, H.R. 57. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds of those being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the 
bill was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 5, COLLEGE STUDENT 
RELIEF ACT OF 2007 
Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, by direc-

tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 65 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 65 
Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 

resolution it shall be in order to consider in 
the House the bill (H.R. 5) to amend the 
Higher Education Act of 1965 to reduce inter-
est rates for student borrowers. All points of 
order against the bill and against its consid-
eration are waived except those arising 
under clauses 9 or 10 of rule XXI. The bill 
shall be considered as read. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the bill to final passage without intervening 
motion except: (1) three hours of debate 
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Education and Labor; and (2) 
one motion to recommit. 

SEC. 2. During consideration of H.R. 5 pur-
suant to this resolution, notwithstanding the 
operation of the previous question, the Chair 
may postpone further consideration of the 
bill to a time designated by the Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. MATSUI) 
is recognized for 1 hour. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS), pending 
which I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. During consideration of 
this resolution, all time yielded is for 
the purpose of debate only. 

(Ms. MATSUI asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, as many 
of my colleagues know, I am, as many 
in this Chamber are, a proud parent 
and almost embarrassingly proud 
grandparent. All parents and grand-
parents are different, of course, but I 
believe almost all of us share one thing 
in common, and that is a hope that our 
children and our grandchildren will 
have a chance to do a little better, to 
go a little further, to have a little easi-
er time than their parents and grand-
parents. That aspiration has a name in 
this country; it is called the American 
Dream. And the American people un-
derstand that education is the key to 
making that dream a reality. 

Today, we consider legislation to 
combat a very real threat to that 
dream. The unfortunate reality is that 
skyrocketing college costs are putting 
a college education out of reach for 
many middle class families. Tuition 
and fees at public universities have in-
creased by 41 percent after inflation 
since 2001. At private universities, tui-
tion has increased by 17 percent after 
inflation. It is worth repeating because 
it is truly shocking: these figures are 
after inflation. 

Indeed, according to the Congres-
sional Advisory Committee on Student 

Financial Assistance, financial barriers 
will prevent almost 41⁄2 million high 
school graduates from attending a 4- 
year public college over the next dec-
ade, and prevent another 2 million 
from attending any college at all. 
Those statistics are very sobering, and 
the sound they make is that of the 
door of opportunity being closed on 
many young people. 

That is why I am very pleased that 
our congressional leadership has made 
cutting interest rates on student loans 
one of its top priorities for the first 100 
hours of this Congress. 

The legislation being considered 
today will cut interest rates for sub-
sidized student loans in half over the 
next 5 years from 6.8 percent to 3.4 per-
cent. 

b 1130 
As a result, we will help around 5.5 

million more students afford college. 
Mr. Speaker, my constituents are de-

manding quick action on this legisla-
tion, and with good reason. With Sac-
ramento State University in my dis-
trict and the University of California 
at Davis nearby, they are all too aware 
of the impact rising tuition costs are 
having on students and their families. 

A recent study demonstrated that 
this legislation would, on average, save 
the average student borrower in Cali-
fornia starting school this year almost 
$2,500 over the life of the loan. For stu-
dents beginning college in the year 
2011, the legislation will save almost 
$5,000. We will need to do more to make 
college affordable, but my constituents 
in Sacramento who are struggling to 
afford college will welcome this very 
important first step. 

Mr. Speaker, helping all qualified 
students attend college is essential for 
our economy, for our competitiveness 
and for our future; but not only that, it 
is essential for ensuring that the Amer-
ican Dream remains a reality for our 
young people. That is why there is a re-
markable consensus supporting this 
proposal across our country. 

Newsweek reports that 88 percent of 
the country supports this legislation, 
including wide majorities of both 
Democrats and Republicans. We are 
not talking about the Democratic 
dream or the Republican dream, but 
the American Dream. 

Further, this legislation meets our 
pay-as-you-go requirements and, there-
fore, will not add to our budget deficit. 
Fully five of six of the offsets have 
been approved previously by the Bush 
administration or Republican congres-
sional leaders. That, again, is a re-
markable consensus. It is now time to 
act. 

All too often the American people 
look at Congress and they hear a lot of 
argument and see a lot of activity, but 
wonder though what Congress is doing 
to improve their lives. If we act on this 
legislation quickly, however, students 
will start to see a difference as soon as 
July 1. So let us surprise our skeptics, 
take action, and pass this legislation 
now on a bipartisan basis. 
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It has been gratifying to be a Member 

of Congress for the first few weeks of 
this Congress, which by wide bipartisan 
majorities has increased the minimum 
wage, approved potentially life-saving 
research and enacted genuinely bipar-
tisan recommendations to improve our 
Nation’s security. 

Our first 100 hours has been a good 
time for the middle class and for Amer-
icans who favor progress over partisan-
ship. This legislation is another such 
opportunity. Americans of every polit-
ical stripe understand that if we allow 
college education to become too expen-
sive for hardworking and qualified mid-
dle class students, we will have lost 
something very special in this country, 
we will have lost a part of the Amer-
ican Dream. Let’s show them today 
that we understand that as well, and 
that we are doing something about it. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, for the 
last 12 years the Republicans, when we 
were in the majority, always led off 
every single rule by describing the rule 
and the actions of the Rules Com-
mittee. 

I would like to yield to my friend 
from California to explain this rule 
again that we are offering today that is 
progress over partisanship. 

Ms. MATSUI. We are dealing today 
with our agenda of 100 hours. As my 
colleague from Texas understands, the 
American people have spoken, and we 
intend to make progress quickly; that 
is why we are doing this bill today. 

Mr. SESSIONS. So in other words, 
what the gentlewoman has said is that 
this five-step process that we are going 
through right now means that there 
will be no committee hearings, no ex-
pert witness testimony, no information 
that is available really to the member-
ship of this body, but mostly would be 
necessary for new Members. And then 
when someone does come to the Rules 
Committee we are told before the ses-
sion even starts there will be no 
amendments and a closed rule, and yet 
progress over partisanship is what we 
are doing here. Interesting day, Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
this closed rule and this underlying 
legislation which the Democratic lead-
ership has decided to bring to the 
House today without the benefit of reg-
ular order, committee oversight or the 
opportunity for any Republican input 
or amendment, despite repeated prom-
ises to respect the rights of the minor-
ity and to increase Member participa-
tion in this legislative process. 

Every Member of this body, Repub-
lican and Democrat alike, understands 
the importance of higher education in 
the competitive global world environ-
ment that our students and workers 
face in keeping the United States at 
the vanguard of the global economy. 

I am greatly disappointed that the 
Democratic leadership has chosen to 
bring this narrow legislation of ques-
tionable effectiveness forward rather 

than engaging in an honest debate 
which has taken place for 12 years, as 
education has always been considered a 
bipartisan effort. 

It is true that the gentlewoman did 
describe that it will be a bipartisan act 
that we do today, but this was simply 
the first step in education and doing 
the right things for our students. I dis-
agree with that. I think members of 
the minority have been given the op-
portunity for 12 years to be a part of 
the progress that has taken place, of-
fering amendments that would actually 
make college more affordable for par-
ents and students, as well as the cost 
effectiveness of the American taxpayer 
who foot the bill for tens of billions of 
dollars each year spent on Federal stu-
dent aid programs. 

Mr. Speaker, this bipartisanship that 
I talked about for 12 years was led by 
Republicans in support of making sure 
that college was more affordable. Over 
the past 6 years, spending on Federal 
student aid has increased by 57 percent, 
and funding for Pell Grants has risen 
by nearly 50 percent. 

We also think about lower education 
also where, as a result of Republicans 
for the last 12 years, education has 
risen in spending from Washington, DC, 
256 percent. Today, some $90 billion a 
year in Federal resources fund student 
aid programs from loans and grants to 
work study programs and educational 
tax benefits. 

This is not a first step that we are 
taking today, it is another step that 
was not begun or born out of biparti-
sanship, but rather out of bumper 
sticker politics. 

What we have talked about is that 
Republicans have more than tripled 
what spending was helping students 
over the last decade. Yes, it was done 
in a bipartisan way before today. Open 
committee hearings and feedback 
make bills better. 

Republicans, through our leadership, 
have also made sure that more than $4 
billion for new and high achieving Pell 
students pursuing degrees in math, 
science and critical foreign languages 
was included these last 12 years. We 
slashed the total loan fees so students 
can access more of the money that 
they borrowed for education purposes. 
We cut $20 billion in Federal subsidies 
to student loan lenders through the 
Higher Education Reconciliation Act of 
2006, which provided substantial sav-
ings for U.S. taxpayers while ensuring 
that these tax programs would operate 
efficiently by not cutting one penny in 
student loans. 

But rather than continue along this 
path of making college more affordable 
and increasing the transparency not 
only in this body, but also as it relates 
to college costs so that students and 
their parents can see why higher edu-
cation costs are rising, today Demo-
crats are imposing, in a closed rule, 
without feedback, upon the House leg-
islation that would do nothing to ex-
pand college access or improve afford-
ability. Instead, their plan will not 

benefit a single college student, only 
former students. 

Let me say this very plainly, not one 
additional student will be able to at-
tend college because of this proposal, 
unlike the bipartisan efforts of the past 
where we worked to make sure that it 
impacted more students’ ability to go 
to college. In fact, today’s legislation 
is no more than a flawed answer in 
search of a problem. 

In 2004, the Federal Government 
spent less than four-tenths of a cent on 
every dollar in providing these student 
loans. Since 2001, the program the 
Democrats today seek to change, Re-
publicans, through a bipartisan effort 
before today, returned over $12 billion 
to the U.S. Treasury because the cost 
of administering the program needed to 
be changed. 

Once again, we find ourselves with a 
great example of the private sector 
doing a job better, more efficient, with 
less risk to the taxpayer, and the gov-
ernment and taxpayers will see the 
benefit. 

This legislation also does not make 
good on a common Democrat campaign 
promise in the highly touted ‘‘Six for 
‘06’’ program. Many Democrats on the 
campaign trail made broad promise 
about cutting interest rates in half im-
mediately for all student loans, both 
subsidized and unsubsidized, as well as 
loans made to parents. Instead, in a 
classic bait-and-switch for voters, the 
Democrats are really bringing to the 
floor today legislation that only ad-
dresses subsidized loans and phases 
these savings in over 5 years before 
they sunset and then disappear. 

Additionally, they proposed to pay 
for this weakened $6 billion plan with 
many of the same lender cuts passed by 
Republicans and Democrats in the last 
Congress, the same subsidy cuts that 
Democrats opposed because during the 
election they called a ‘‘Raid on Stu-
dent Aid’’ when in fact it is exactly 
what they do today. 

Mr. Speaker, Republicans have a 
comprehensive alternative to the 
flawed Democrat plan. The College Af-
fordability and Transparency Act 
would provide students and parents 
with more and better information 
about college costs, helping students to 
become better consumers of higher 
education. It will add great trans-
parency and accountability by estab-
lishing a user friendly college afford-
ability comparison creating quality, ef-
ficiency task forces to determine the 
causes for tuition hikes at the schools 
with the greatest tuition increases and 
provide a demonstration project for up 
to 100 schools, freeing them from the 
costly regulatory requirements and 
driving down one of the main reasons 
that schools raise costs. 

Mr. Speaker, today 80 percent of the 
student loans made are originated by 
the private sector at an efficient cost 
and enhanced borrower services, such 
as reduced charges, financial education 
tools and reduced student interest obli-
gation, all of which would disappear if 
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we allow the Federal Government to 
crowd out the private sector. 

Mr. Speaker, this was our idea, and 
we would have brought this forth if we 
were allowed to do so in a rule where 
Members could openly vote for this and 
have an honest debate through the en-
tire committee system. 

I encourage all of my colleagues to 
oppose this rule and the underlying 
legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, before I 
yield to my next speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume to 
point out that during last year’s debate 
on budget reconciliation, the contrast 
in approaches could not be sharper. In 
that bill, in a time of war, the Repub-
lican leadership passed an enormous 
tax cut for the wealthiest 1 percent in 
this country. Most of it was paid for by 
running up a deficit for our grand-
children to pay, but a small slice of it 
was paid for by cutting $12 billion in 
Federal student loan support. I think it 
is clear that the American people re-
jected that kind of short-sightedness 
this past November. 

Today, Democrats are cutting stu-
dent loan rates in half, without adding 
one cent to the deficit. That is common 
sense for students, and a responsible 
policy for this country’s working class. 

Now I would like to yield 3 minutes 
to the new Member, the gentlewoman 
from Ohio (Ms. SUTTON). 

Ms. SUTTON. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding such time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of the action we take today to cut in-
terest rates on student loans for 5.5 
million of our students most in need of 
financial assistance. This cut is vital 
because there is nothing more impor-
tant than ensuring our students are 
well prepared to enter the workforce. 

b 1145 

Many students in our Nation lack ac-
cess to affordable higher education, 
and this has to be considered a crisis. 
While access to higher education has 
become more critical for our younger 
generation, the cost is rapidly moving 
out of reach for many low-income and 
middle-class families in this country. 

Tuition and fees at 4-year public col-
leges and universities have risen 41 per-
cent, after inflation, since 2001. The 
typical American student now grad-
uates from college $17,500 in debt. This 
Congress, past Congresses, should be 
ashamed that financial barriers will 
prevent at least 4.4 million high school 
graduates from attending a 4-year pub-
lic college over the next decade if we 
continue on this course. Costs will also 
prevent another 2 million high school 
graduates from attending any college 
at all. 

Amazingly, instead of helping our 
students prepare themselves for a bet-
ter future, recent Congresses have cut 
funding for student loan programs. 
With this step, we begin today to re-
verse that trend, which has hurt our 

students and has hurt our economic 
well-being as a Nation. 

Despite what we may hear from some 
on the other side of the aisle, our pro-
posal to cut student loan rates in half, 
in half, will help roughly 175,000 stu-
dents in the State of Ohio, at univer-
sities like the University of Akron and 
Lorain Community College in my dis-
trict. Starting this year, it is esti-
mated that these students will save 
over $2,200 over the life of their loan, 
and that savings number is expected to 
increase to over $4,300 starting in 2011. 

This is about opportunity, Mr. 
Speaker. Investment in our younger 
generations not only helps their future, 
but it helps our economy and our re-
tired workers whom they will support. 
Cutting interest rates on student loans 
is not only about strengthening Amer-
ica’s middle class and improving access 
to higher education for our students 
and families who are most in need, it is 
about strengthening America. 

Education is the backbone of what 
we are about and everything that 
makes our Nation great. Let us pass 
H.R. 5 and give our students the oppor-
tunity they deserve and the American 
people what they have asked for 
through these recent elections. Today, 
we deliver on a promise. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, at this 
time I would like to yield 4 minutes to 
the ranking member of the Rules Com-
mittee, the former chairman, from San 
Dimas, California (Mr. DREIER). 

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend from Dallas for yielding, and 
I appreciate his fine management of 
this rule. 

I rise in opposition to the rule, and I 
do so as we all share a very strong and 
passionate commitment to doing ev-
erything we possibly can to increase 
access and affordability for young peo-
ple in this country who want to have 
an opportunity to gain the best edu-
cation possible. 

As I listened to my friend from Sac-
ramento respond to Mr. SESSIONS, she 
was talking about the fact that tax 
cuts for the rich had in fact played a 
role in creating this huge deficit that 
we have today and that we need to 
focus on education rather than giving 
tax cuts to the rich; that we have this 
sea of red ink. Mr. Speaker, I just can’t 
comprehend what it is that is being ar-
gued by our colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle. 

Today, we have seen a reduction of 
$71 billion in the Federal deficit over 
what it was a year ago. The deficit is 
on a downward slope. Why is that? It is 
the fact we put into place growth-ori-
ented tax cuts. 

Now, a few years ago, the American 
people were decrying the fact if we 
graduated students, there wouldn’t be 
jobs out there, there wouldn’t be an op-
portunity for students once they grad-
uated. And guess what has happened? 
Since we have put into place these tax 

cuts, we not only have reduced the def-
icit, we have created 7.2 million new 
jobs, many of which are being filled by 
young people who are graduating. 

Now, we all recognize that it is abso-
lutely essential that we do everything 
that we can, everything within our 
power, to make sure that young men 
and women have an opportunity to get 
into the best college possible and are 
able to afford their education. The 
tragedy is, as I listened to my col-
league from Ohio, the new member of 
the Rules Committee, Ms. SUTTON, she 
very, very eloquently argued on behalf 
of what we all aspire to, and that is 
making sure that we can be competi-
tive, making sure that we have the 
best students possible, and that they 
graduate to the best jobs. 

This bill, unfortunately, is very 
flawed. We had this campaign promise 
that was made; that we were going to 
cut all student loan interest rates in 
half so that we wouldn’t see this huge 
burden imposed on the young people in 
our country. Well, unfortunately, this 
bill now is just making a very, very 
modest, minuscule step towards that 
goal of ensuring we bring about this 
massive reduction in interest rates. 

The other thing, Mr. Speaker, that I 
think is very important for us to point 
out is that there will not be a single 
student who will have an opportunity 
to go to college because of this bill, and 
there will not be a single student who 
will see their tuition reduced because 
of this bill. And I believe that what we 
need to do is, we need to recognize that 
there is much work that needs to be 
done. We want to make sure that we 
lower those costs and do everything 
that we can to put into place greater 
transparency and disclosure. 

This rule, unfortunately, denied us 
the opportunity to propose a very 
thoughtful amendment that was bipar-
tisan. I know the Democrats would 
have joined in this if there had been an 
opportunity, because Democrats and 
Republicans both were denied an oppor-
tunity to participate in this process 
that would have allowed for disclosure 
of tuitions, and it would have 
incentivized institutions in this coun-
try to do everything possible to try and 
work to get those tuition rates down. 

We need to make sure we have the 
best students possible. We need to 
make sure we have the best education 
possible. We need to focus on that. The 
real problem in this country is on K- 
through-12 education. That is where we 
need to focus our attention so that we 
can make sure we have people trained 
at an early point in life, so that they 
can then be poised to get into higher 
education. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a very, very 
flawed bill itself. The rule is an abso-
lute outrage, the fact it denies any 
Democrat or Republican an oppor-
tunity to participate, and I urge oppo-
sition to it. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to a new Member, the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. CASTOR). 
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Ms. CASTOR. I thank the gentle-

woman from California. 
Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues 

today to act to cut student loan inter-
est rates in half and thereby ease the 
financial burden of college tuition. 
Cutting interest rates is more than a 
cost-saving measure for parents and 
students, it is also the best means of 
ensuring access to higher education 
and, ultimately, a successful career. 

This Democratic Congress is com-
mitted to making college more afford-
able for all. As a mother with two 
school-age daughters, I, like many par-
ents across the country, look apprehen-
sively at the cost of tuition today. Tui-
tion costs have skyrocketed. The aver-
age tuition at a 4-year public college is 
almost $6,000, which is a 35 percent in-
crease over the past 5 years. Today’s 
college students typically incur over 
$17,000 in loan debt, which is a 45 per-
cent increase over the past 11 years. 

Now, last year, when the Republican 
Congress made it harder for families to 
afford college by refusing to increase 
Pell Grants and proposing a $12.7 bil-
lion in Federal student loans, I brought 
students from the University of Tampa 
and the University of South Florida to-
gether to speak out against the 
antistudent policies. 

German Castro, an economics major 
at the University of Tampa, was wor-
ried he would not be able to complete 
his education without student loans. 
After all, the annual tuition at the 
University of Tampa is $18,000, not in-
cluding room and board. He is working 
two jobs. He noted many students who 
have to work full-time jobs end up 
making bad grades, and bad grades re-
sult in loss of scholarship money and, 
eventually, students have to drop out. 

For Jill Mitchell, at the University 
of South Florida, she would prefer not 
to have to move back in with her par-
ents and take a job while she is concen-
trating on her studies. 

This isn’t merely about financial so-
lutions, it is also about putting our 
students in a position to succeed. 

Now, during the first 100 hours of this 
new Congress, we are here to change 
the priorities, to reflect the real de-
sires of Americans. In some of our 
working-class neighborhoods, student 
loans are the only means available to 
pay for the dream of a higher edu-
cation. 

The health of our economy rests on 
having a highly skilled and well-edu-
cated workforce. By the year 2020, the 
United States is projected to face a 
shortage of up to 12 million college 
educated workers. 

So, Mr. Speaker, today I call on my 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle to 
support students by encouraging their 
efforts to seek higher education. I ask 
that we pass H.R. 5, the College Stu-
dent Relief Act of 2007. This legislation 
will go a long way to provide relief to 
the 5.5 million graduates, making col-
lege education far more accessible for 
families. 

Let us act to remind the families 
back home that we value education and 

we are willing to fight to ensure access 
to it. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day, at the Rules Committee, I saw 
something, well, I saw several things 
that I had not seen in the 8 wonderful 
years I have served on the Rules Com-
mittee, but I have been told by those 
who have longer tooth than I that they 
had not seen in the 12 years the Repub-
licans were in the majority, where peo-
ple were greeted to the Rules Com-
mittee by the chairman saying, your 
amendment will not be made in order 
and it is a closed rule. 

The interpretation for the member-
ship of this body was, you need not 
apply. Please, just don’t even come and 
give your story because we are not 
open for business. We are closed before 
we are open. 

Mr. Speaker, one of our colleagues, 
RIC KELLER, did come up. And despite 
being told this right up front, in an 
honest way, by the chairwoman of the 
Rules Committee, the gentlewoman 
from New York (Ms. SLAUGHTER), he 
still stuck around for another hour. He 
still was there to present his thoughts 
and ideas, even though he knew before 
the meeting even took place, before a 
vote ever took place, that he would not 
have anything made in order, his ideas, 
which he has been presenting in a bi-
partisan way for the last few years, 
would not even see the light of day. 

So, Mr. Speaker, we are proud to be 
able to be on the floor today and to dis-
cuss this. He is a kind and wonderful 
gentleman who cares a lot about stu-
dents and student aid, and so I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Or-
lando, Florida (Mr. KELLER). 

Mr. KELLER of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding, 
and I rise today to oppose this rule. It 
is, after all, a closed rule. There were 
no hearings, no committee work, no 
markups, no amendments allowed, no 
due process. 

Mr. Speaker, we have 54 new Mem-
bers of Congress. That is 12 percent of 
this body who haven’t benefited from 
any of this legislative work or hear-
ings. Now, I happen to be the ranking 
member on the Higher Education Sub-
committee. And before the last elec-
tion, I was the chairman of this sub-
committee. So, luckily, I happen to 
know these issues cold, and I can tell 
you there is a lot to know. 

With regard to student loans, there 
are Perkins loans, Plus loans, Stafford 
loans, direct loans, private loans, sub-
sidized loans, unsubsidized loans, and 
consolidated loans. With regard to Pell 
Grants, there are regular Pell Grants, 
academic and competitiveness grants, 
and there are SMART Grants. 

The new Members would have bene-
fited from some hearings and legisla-
tive work on this matter. But the other 
side said, well, these are smart people. 
Well, let us assume that every single 
freshman is a genius and they know 
these issues cold; and I am willing to 
make that assumption. I would have 
loved to have listened to their ideas in 

the hearings. I would have loved to 
have considered their suggestions. I 
would have loved to have accepted 
their positive amendments to make 
this bill better. But we were denied the 
whole process because of a closed rule. 

I showed up to the Rules Committee, 
and I had two amendments that would 
make it better for kids to go to college. 
One dealt with the high cost of tuition 
that has gone up 35 percent in the last 
5 years at public colleges. Another 
dealt with Pell Grants, to actually help 
people go to college. Before I even 
opened my mouth as the ranking mem-
ber of Higher Education, the chair-
woman on the Rules Committee said, 
there will be no amendments accepted 
whatsoever. This is a closed rule. 

Now, the American public is pretty 
smart. They recall that Speaker 
PELOSI, sitting in your chair on Janu-
ary 4, said she is going to lead with 
partnership, not partisanship. Yet 
when you show up, if you have an 
amendment from the other side, it is 
not even considered, not even heard. 
The American people are smart, and 
they know actions speak louder than 
words. 

I am told by the gentlewoman from 
California that 88 percent of the people 
support this bill and they do not need 
any more open process. 

b 1200 

Well, if you ask someone would you 
rather have a 6.8 percent rate or a 3.4 
percent rate, of course they are going 
to say 3.4. But if you ask them would 
you rather have a student loan at 3.4 
percent or a Pell Grant that you never 
have to pay back, 100 percent would 
prefer the Pell Grant. We should have 
helped people with this $6 billion on 
the front end with increased Pell 
Grants to go to college rather than 
helping college graduates on the back 
end. 

Mr. Speaker, by ignoring our sugges-
tions to increase Pell Grants and ad-
dress the skyrocketing costs of tuition, 
the Democrats have managed to hit a 
single for themselves, when they could 
have hit a home run for America’s col-
lege students. 

The American people want us to 
work together, and they realize that 
education is not a partisan issue. 

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on 
this rule. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, before I 
yield to the next speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume to 
point out to you that we are doing this 
because the American people have spo-
ken. They spoke in November. They 
want us to make progress; and that 
every single reform in the Democrats’ 
100-hours agenda has passed with broad 
bipartisan support thus far. And today, 
we are cutting student loan rates in 
half in the same manner they garnered 
broad bipartisan support last week. 

I think that all Members realize that 
the American people want results. 
House Democrats plan on delivering for 
them, and we continue to work with 
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those on the other side of the aisle to 
do that. You have not heard the last of 
us from this side at all. This is only the 
beginning. This is a step forward. 

Now, at this time, Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to yield 1 minute to a new 
Member, the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. ELLISON). 

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Speaker, if you 
are a young person who has been wait-
ing to see a stop in these galloping 
prices of college education, today is a 
good day. Just like last week, if you 
were a senior, waiting for prescription 
drug prices to have a sane policy, last 
week was a good week. Just like if you 
were a hardworking minimum wage 
worker, you saw that last week was a 
good week. 

Now, we have been waiting around 
for about the last 12 years for good 
weeks to happen for the hardworking 
people of the United States, and this 
week and today those days are coming 
to fruition. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I want to say, let’s 
vote, let’s pass this tuition decrease, 
let’s pass this cutting in student loan 
interest rates. Let’s make college more 
affordable for all Americans. And let’s 
remember that the party opposite had 
a long time to solve these problems. 
They didn’t. We did. Thank goodness 
for it. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, the 
prior speaker is a prime example of the 
new Members of this body who are 
completely clueless about the 12 won-
derful years of bipartisanship that have 
taken place out of this Education and 
Workforce Committee to make edu-
cation strong, to give money where it 
has needed to be, and really, if we want 
to tell the truth, to take what we in-
herited 13 years ago from the Demo-
crats from a failed student loan pro-
gram that didn’t even work, that was 
bankrupt. 

So, Mr. Speaker, yet another good 
reason why I wish we had had regular 
order, so these new Members of Con-
gress could speak from the facts of the 
case rather than holding hostage the 
truth. 

Mr. Speaker, at this time, I would 
like to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. GINGREY). 

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to the bill, H.R. 5, and we 
will have an opportunity later on in 
the day to discuss that thoroughly. 
But, mainly, at this point, Mr. Speak-
er, I rise in opposition to the rule. You 
know, I heard my colleagues just say, 
the gentleman from Illinois and others, 
some of them new members of the 
Rules Committee, that in November 
the American people have spoken and 
they have asked for a break, a Federal 
break so that more students can go to 
college and get these low interest loans 
and Pell Grants. But I think what the 
American people said, my colleagues, 
in this last election, more than any-
thing else, is don’t trample on the 
rights of the minority. 

And as a former member of the Rules 
Committee, my colleagues who are 

still on the Rules Committee, includ-
ing the chairman, and Ms. MATSUI, and 
others, we heard this repeatedly, Mr. 
Speaker. Don’t trample on the rights of 
the minority. 

I will say this. We did occasionally 
have closed rules that probably should 
have been open. But we always had a 
rule. And what this new majority has 
done in these first 100 hours is brought 
six pieces of legislation, four without 
any rules whatsoever. And now the 
very first piece of legislation, H.R. 5, it 
is a very important subject to try to 
help low income students afford a col-
lege education, there is a closed rule, 
immediately doing the things that you 
have railed against us about. 

And I think this is what the Amer-
ican people basically said. They want 
you to guarantee the rights of the mi-
nority. You have heard from the rank-
ing member of the Higher Education 
Subcommittee. You are going to hear 
from the ranking member of the over-
all Committee on Education and Labor 
in just a minute. 

Essentially, Mr. Speaker, they speak 
for every Republican member of that 
committee, and they speak on this 
issue for every 202 Republican Members 
of this body who represent virtually 
half of this country. And you are tak-
ing their voice away. So this is really 
what this is all about. This is the time 
really to discuss the rule. 

And, of course we can talk about the 
bill itself, as former Chairman DREIER 
did, and the fact that what you prom-
ised the American people in these fall 
elections is you were going to give 
them a $60 billion break on higher edu-
cation, which all of a sudden you have 
reduced down to 10 percent of that, $6 
billion, which virtually does nothing. 

But as I say, Mr. Speaker, we will get 
into that discussion when we talk 
about the bill, when we finish dis-
cussing the rule. But I just want to say 
to my colleagues, all of whom, the 
former four Members, now the major-
ity, and the new Members, that I re-
spect, these are my friends, and we can 
talk about this, and we should. This is 
an opportunity to say to them, you 
said if you got the majority, which you 
now have and enjoy, and you worked 
hard and you deserve it, that you 
would not do the same things that you 
felt like we were doing to you, and I 
think in some instances you were cor-
rect. 

So stand up, be men and women of 
your word, and do what you said you 
were going to do and not close this 
process down. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. HASTINGS), who has been on the 
Rules Committee for 4 years. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, my good friend, Dr. GINGREY, 
speaking just a moment ago, said, 
stand up and be the men and women 
that you should be. 

Let me tell you, I heard my other 
colleague, Mr. SESSIONS, talk about all 
this wonderful bipartisanship that took 

place for 12 years. Well, I have been 
here 14, and all I know is rancor and 
disagreement and very little in the way 
of bipartisan spirit that has been en-
gendered here in this body. 

But let me talk about this business 
about closed rules. It was understood 
that in the ‘‘Six for ’06’’ that the rules 
would be closed. I assure you, and ev-
eryone else has, that there will be more 
open rules than you provided. You had 
195 total rules in the 109th Congress. 
Twenty-two open rules. Twenty-two 
open rules, 20 of which were appropria-
tions bills, only truly open. And you 
had 50 closed rules, 67 restrictive rules, 
26 conference report rules and 30 proce-
dural rules. We will match you in time. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to inquire on the time that re-
mains for both sides, please, sir. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas has 71⁄2 minutes, 
and the gentlewoman from California 
has 141⁄2 minutes. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, if I 
could at this time, I would like to ask 
the gentlewoman if she could engage in 
running down her time, it would bring 
us to some more parity and allow her 
speakers that time at this juncture. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, we have 
one additional speaker. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, at this 
time I would like to yield 6 minutes to 
the gentleman who is the ranking 
member of the Education and Labor 
Committee, Mr. MCKEON from Cali-
fornia. 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to this rule and, more to the 
point, I rise in strong opposition to the 
decidedly unfair closed and heavy 
handed process that preceded our time 
on the floor today. 

Over the past several years, few 
would argue with the assertion that 
the Education and the Workforce Com-
mittee was among the fairest commit-
tees when it came to member input 
from both the Republicans and Demo-
crats alike. Likewise, it was home to 
some of the most robust debate in the 
House. From No Child Left Behind and 
the pension reform to the reauthoriza-
tions of the Older Americans Act and 
the Higher Education Act, our panel 
held extensive hearings and markups 
prior to the floor consideration of all 
major pieces of legislation within our 
jurisdiction. For that, our committee 
and the House were better off. 

I have little doubt that this will, in 
large part, I hope, continue over the 
next 2 years. But in the early days of 
this Congress, I can’t help but be con-
cerned about the way the new majority 
has turned its back on regular order. 
As we consider legislation with such 
far reaching consequences, for exam-
ple, the bill before us today impacts 
education and labor’s largest entitle-
ment program, but not a single hearing 
or markup was held on it prior to its 
arrival here on the floor. We didn’t ac-
tually see this bill until last Friday 
afternoon. And not a single bipartisan 
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conversation took place as the legisla-
tion was written and rewritten time 
after time by the majority leadership. 

The last time we were on the floor 
considering a major higher education 
bill, the process we followed to get here 
was decidedly different. Before we sent 
the College Access and Opportunity 
Act to the floor last spring, countless 
hearings and markups were held in the 
Education and Workforce Committee 
where Members debated, amended and 
voted on the legislation. In fact, 
through subcommittee and full com-
mittee processes we addressed over 100 
amendments from both sides of the 
aisle. We even considered a 40-page 
manager’s amendment that we worked 
for weeks on with both sides of the 
aisle. But today we have nothing of the 
sort, and for that and for the closed 
rule thrust upon us today, I am deeply 
disappointed. 

Now the other side has said, well, it 
was understood during the campaign 
that we would bring up six items, we 
would eliminate the democratic proc-
ess, we would just bring them to the 
floor, shove them through, and every-
body understood that process. 

In fact, if I were watching this de-
bate, I would think that right now, I 
would, when I get my paycheck this 
week, I would have a higher paycheck 
if I were working under the minimum 
wage. That has already been taken care 
of. And I think that probably some stu-
dents are thinking that next week 
their loan payment is going to go 
down. This process is maybe being 
rushed on this side, but before a bill be-
comes law it has to go through the 
other body and it has to be worked out, 
the differences, and then it has to go to 
the President, and the President does 
not support this bill that is on the floor 
here today. 

Mr. Speaker, to understand the im-
portance of a robust committee proc-
ess, we need to look no further than 
another piece of Education and Labor 
Committee legislation considered by 
the House just last week. In it, the 
Federal minimum wage was increased 
for all 50 United States and all of our 
territories, all except one, that is. 

We are now told that, as a matter of 
fact, our committee soon will consider 
legislation to correct this apparent 
oversight that happened last week. 
Still, I can’t help but think that this 
extra step may not have been nec-
essary had regular order been followed 
in the first place. Suffice to say I hope 
we don’t find ourselves in the same sit-
uation after we act today. However, I 
can’t help but be concerned by the fact 
that the underlying legislation would 
provide convicted felons unfettered ac-
cess to the same or, in some cases, 
lower student loan interest rates as 
their law abiding counterparts, some-
thing we didn’t get a chance to look at. 

The heavy handed process carried out 
prior to today also has taken away our 
ability to improve this legislation, im-
provements that I believe could have 
been bipartisan in nature. 

H.R. 5 is a well-intentioned bill, but I 
also believe it to be badly misdirected 
and ripe for improvement. Sadly, those 
many improvements, including an af-
fordability amendment that I offered 
at the Rules Committee yesterday, 
even after I had been told that we had 
no chance to offer amendments and 
that it would be a closed rule, will 
never see the light of day. 
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We are stuck with a flawed bill, one 
that we could have made much better 
with little effort at all. 

As we continue our debate today, 
and, more importantly, as we consider 
more comprehensive higher education 
measures in the months to come, I look 
forward to having a seat at the table, 
the same seat I provided my friends on 
the other side of the aisle a year ago 
when I was chairman. 

In the meantime, I reiterate my op-
position to this rule and urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on the previous 
question. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from South 
Carolina, the chairman of the Budget 
Committee (Mr. SPRATT). 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the rule providing for con-
sideration of the College Student Re-
lief Act. This bill is good for students, 
it is good for the budget, and it is de-
serving of our support. This bill will 
help make college more affordable to 
students who need it most by cutting 
the interest rate in half on subsidized 
student loans. 

College costs, as we all know, have 
risen dramatically. In the last 5 years, 
the cost of attending a 4-year public 
college increased $3,095, or by 34 per-
cent. Interest rates the students pay on 
college loans have also risen this year 
to a fixed rate of 6.8 percent. This com-
bination of factors makes attending 
college more expensive, if not impos-
sible, for some of today’s high school 
students. 

This bill, the bill before us, takes a 
long first step towards making college 
more affordable. Each year it cuts the 
interest rate that undergraduates will 
pay on the standard subsidized student 
loans until that rate is cut in half to 
3.4 percent in the year 2011. At the 
same time, the bill we have before us 
will save the Federal Government by 
reducing the deficit by a significant 
sum. 

That is why this bill meets all of the 
tests laid down by the pay-as-you-go 
rule which the House adopted on Janu-
ary 5. That rule requires that direct 
spending or mandatory spending be 
budget neutral or deficit neutral over 6 
years, 2007 through 2012, and over 11 
years as well, 2007 through 2017, which 
is as far out as our cost estimates run. 
This bill is more than deficit neutral or 
budget neutral because it actually re-
duces the deficits in most years, saving 
$1.5 billion in 2007, $65 million over 6 
years, and a total of $7.1 billion over 
the next 11 years, 2007 through 2017. 

So, overall, this bill helps students 
get a good college education while 
helping us reduce the deficit. It meets 
the requirements of PAYGO. It is a bill 
and a rule that deserves our support. 

I would urge every Member on both 
sides to vote for this rule and vote for 
the rule that enables it to come to the 
floor. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair would take the prerogative of re-
minding the gentleman and the gentle-
woman that the gentleman has 2 min-
utes left and the gentlewoman has the 
right to close, and she has approxi-
mately 12 minutes left. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank the Speaker. 
I also thank the gentleman, a dear 
friend of mine from South Carolina, for 
talking about how great this is for the 
budget. Yet the rule waives points of 
order that are contained in the budget. 
Being specific, it is an explanation of 
the waivers that we found out about. 

The bill violates section 302(f) be-
cause its direct spending will exceed 
the Committee on Education and La-
bor’s allocation, but that is good for 
the budget. 

Mr. Speaker, my colleagues have had 
an opportunity on this side to talk 
about why we are disappointed in this 
closed rule and in the Democrats’ fail-
ure to provide a comprehensive solu-
tion to increasing higher education ac-
cess for our students that will help 
keep America competitive. 

Mr. Speaker, I would ask to insert in 
the RECORD an article printed in The 
Dallas Morning News, my home news-
paper, from January 12, outlining the 
way today’s Democrat proposal fails 
and falls short of their past promises. 

[From the Dallas Morning News, Jan. 12, 
2007] 

DEMS PUSH RATE CUT FOR STUDENT LOANS 
WASHINGTON.—Following up on an election- 

year promise, House Democrats said Friday 
that they plan quick action to lower interest 
rates for student loans. 

Their proposal, scheduled for a vote next 
week, would cut interest rates on some stu-
dent loans in half. However, the college tui-
tion plan has been scaled back since it was 
first touted on the campaign trail last year. 

The interest rate relief would apply only to 
need-based loans and doesn’t help people who 
take out unsubsidized student loans—a dis-
tinction not made in the campaign literature 
Democrats handed out before winning con-
trol of Congress last fall. The measure also 
abandons a pledge to reduce rates for parents 
who take out loans to help with their kids’ 
college costs. 

The rate cut for subsidized student loans— 
from 6.8 percent to 3.4 percent—would be 
phased in over 5 years. 

The measure would cost just under $6 bil-
lion, according to the Congressional Budget 
Office. 

To avoid increasing the deficit, the bill’s 
cost would be offset by trimming subsidies 
the government gives lenders and reducing 
the guaranteed return banks get when stu-
dents default. Banks also would have to pay 
more in fees. 

An estimated 5.5 million students receive 
subsidized loans. 

Republicans pushed a budget bill through 
Congress last session that cut $12 billion 
from student loan programs. Democrats and 
student groups argued the money should 
have been preserved. 
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Mr. Speaker, I urge all of my col-

leagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on this closed rule 
and the previous question. If the pre-
vious question is defeated, the House 
will have the opportunity to debate 
this important amendment offered by 
Republican Ranking Member BUCK 
MCKEON so that convicted felons will 
be considered ineligible to receive the 
Democrat interest rate reduction. 

Mr. Speaker, today this debate has 
been very succinct and to the point. 
That is that we believe that for 12 
years that Republicans and Democrats 
have worked very carefully on edu-
cation issues that will help this coun-
try out, through difficult times, 
through difficult processes, increasing 
the amount of money that is available, 
not only for people to attend school, 
but also reducing the costs that were 
impediments in the program. 

Mr. Speaker, I am disappointed that 
the way it is being pitched today is, 
well, the Republicans were just headed 
in a bad direction and had 12 years to 
do this, when in fact we have been 
doing this in a bipartisan way for 12 
years. Today, we are going to hear it 
and have it the Democrats’ way. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert the text of the amend-
ment and extraneous material imme-
diately prior to the vote on the pre-
vious question. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

back the balance of my time. 
Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself the balance of my time. 
First, I wish to thank all the Mem-

bers who participated in this discussion 
on the importance of increasing oppor-
tunity and affordability for all of our 
Nation’s young minds. We are all in 
agreement on the importance of edu-
cation and the central role it played in 
expanding the next generation’s hori-
zons. 

Mr. Speaker, as I described in my 
opening remarks, the resolution before 
the House allows for a vote on a Demo-
cratic proposal to cut subsidized stu-
dent loan rates in half over the next 5 
years. It will reduce the cost of college 
to some 5 million students by an aver-
age of $4,400. This is good, responsible 
progress for America’s middle class, for 
our working families looking out to 
provide the next generation with a 
brighter future. Today’s vote on the 
issue can make it a reality. 

Last week, as part of Speaker 
PELOSI’s 100-hour agenda, Democrats 
acted swiftly to help average Ameri-
cans. We voted to increase the min-
imum wage, expand Federal stem cell 
research, negotiate lower drug prices 
for our seniors, and implement 9/11 
Commission recommendations. 

All of these issues passed by wide bi-
partisan margins and enjoyed signifi-
cant bipartisan support. 

I expect that today’s bill will be no 
different, so let’s get to it. 

The material previously referred to 
by Mr. SESSIONS is as follows: 

AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 65 OFFERED BY MR. 
MCKEON OF CALIFORNIA 

Strike all after the resolved clause and in-
sert the following: 

That upon the adoption of this resolution 
it shall be in order to consider in the House 
the bill (H.R. 5) to amend the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 to reduce interest rates for 
student borrowers. All points of order 
against the bill and against its consideration 
are waived except those arising under 
clauses 9 or 10 of rule XXI. The bill shall be 
considered as read. The previous question 
shall be considered as ordered on the bill and 
on any amendment thereto to final passage 
without intervening motion except: (1) three 
hours of debate on the bill equally divided 
and controlled by the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor; (2) the amendment in sec-
tion 2 of this resolution if offered by Rep-
resentative McKeon of California or his des-
ignee, which shall be in order without inter-
vention of any point of order, shall be con-
sidered as read, and shall be separately de-
batable for one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an opponent; 
and (3) one motion to recommit with or 
without instructions. 

SEC. 2. The amendment referred to in sec-
tion 1 is as follows: 

At the end of section 2 of the bill, add the 
following new subsection, 

(c) INELIGIBILITY OF FELONS FOR INTEREST 
RATE REDUCTIONS.—Notwithstanding the 
amendments made by subsections (a) and (b) 
of this section, an individual shall not be eli-
gible for the reduced interest rates provided 
under such amendments on any loan if the 
individual was convicted of a felony that oc-
curred during or after a period of enrollment 
when the individual was receiving the loan. 

(The information contained herein was 
provided by Democratic Minority on mul-
tiple occasions throughout the 109th Con-
gress. Only political affiliation has been 
changed.) 

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT IT 
REALLY MEANS 

This vote, the vote on whether to order the 
previous question on a special rule, is not 
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
dering the previous question is a vote 
against the Democratic majority agenda and 
a vote to allow the opposition, at least for 
the moment, to offer an alternative plan. It 
is a vote about what the House should be de-
bating. 

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the 
House of Representatives, (VI, 308–311) de-
scribes the vote on the previous question on 
the rule as ‘‘a motion to direct or control the 
consideration ofthe subject before the House 
being made by the Member in charge.’’ To 
defeat the previous question is to give the 
opposition a chance to decide the subject be-
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s 
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that 
‘‘the refusal of the House to sustain the de-
mand for the previous question passes the 
control of the resolution to the opposition’’ 
in order to offer an amendment. On March 
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of-
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated 
the previous question and a member of the 
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry, 
asking who was entitled to recognition. 
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R-Illinois) said: 
‘‘The previous question having been refused, 
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz-
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to 
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to 
the first recognition.’’ 

Because the vote today may look bad for 
the Democratic majority they will say ‘‘the 
vote on the previous question is simply a 
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate 
vote on adopting the resolution . . . [and] 
has no substantive legislative or policy im-
plications whatsoever.’’ But that is not what 
they have always said. Listen to the Repub-
lican Leadership Manual on the Legislative 
Process in the United States House of Rep-
resentatives, (6th edition, page 135). Here’s 
how the Republicans describe the previous 
question vote in their own manual: Although 
it is generally not possible to amend the rule 
because the majority Member controlling 
the time will not yield for the purpose of of-
fering an amendment, the same result may 
be achieved by voting down the previous 
question on the rule. . . When the motion for 
the previous question is defeated, control of 
the time passes to the Member who led the 
opposition to ordering the previous question. 
That Member, because he then controls the 
time, may offer a amendment to the rule, or 
yield for the purpose of amendment.’’ 

Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House of 
Representatives, the subchapter titled 
‘‘Amending Special Rules’’ states: ‘‘a refusal 
to order the previous question on such a rule 
[a special rule reported from the Committee 
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend-
ment and further debate.’’ (Chapter 21, sec-
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: Upon rejec-
tion of the motion for the previous question 
on a resolution reported from the Committee 
on Rules, control shifts to the Member lead-
ing the opposition to the previous question, 
who may offer a proper amendment or mo-
tion and who controls the time for debate 
thereon.’’ 

Clearly, the vote on the previous question 
on a rule does have substantive policy impli-
cations. It is one of the only available tools 
for those who oppose the Democratic major-
ity’s agenda and allows those with alter-
native views the opportunity to offer an al-
ternative plan. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I 
move the previous question on the res-
olution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, proceedings 
will resume on questions previously 
postponed. 

Votes will be taken in the following 
order: 

H. Con. Res. 31, by the yeas and nays; 
H.R. 434, by the yeas and nays; 
ordering the previous question on H. 

Res. 65, by the yeas and nays; 
adoption of H. Res. 65, if ordered. 
The first electronic vote will be con-

ducted as a 15-minute vote. Remaining 
electronic votes will be conducted as 5- 
minute votes. 
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